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Abstract  
Marriage customs and practices are predominantly human affairs although our 
experience with natural habitats suggest that there is a very close affinity between male and 
female in social relationships for instinctive procreation purposes. This paper is not about 
non-human ‘marital relationships’. This paper is about human institution of marriage that 
has defined the phenomenon of existence and its various forms of development.  I will 
examine four different forms of marriage namely, monogamy, polygamy, companionate, 
and gay marriage and how each of them promotes a  
meaningful existence.   
There are, however, some interesting questions that people normally ask when the 
issue of marriage is discussed: What is marriage? How did it begin and for what purpose? 
Is marriage a rite of passage between a male and female or an institution for gender 
partnership? Is marriage limited to a relationship between a male and female alone? Why 
do people prefer one form of marriage to the other? What are the social, moral, religious 
and political implications for choosing any form of marriage? How do we make the 
institution of marriage conceptually and practically meaningful in the new generation? I 
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am aware that questions about marriage cannot be exhausted and I don’t pretend that the 
above questions are the only ones to be asked.   
There has always been a tension within the social, political and religious strata of 
human society about what informs the preference for a particular choice or form of 
marriage.  For instance, toward the end of the 20th century and at the turn of 21st century 
the western world has penchant for gay marriage. Whereas in most African countries gay 
marriage is considered an abomination, while polygamy is culturally accorded a noble 
practice. Does any form of marriage provide necessary and sufficient condition for a 
meaningful existence? A curious mind will ask: What constitutes a meaningful existence 
in marriage? My intention in this discourse is to attempt to respond to all these questions 
on the model of marriage as a human institution that I have set out, noting its significance 
for underpinning a meaningful existence.   
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Marriage as a Divine institution  
One is not sure when marriage was first instituted before the advent of religion but 
whenever it took, it was probably first and foremost for procreation purposes. Social and 
cultural anthropologists and scientists have endeavored to unravel the origin of human 
existence but what became their findings are empirically inconclusive. For instance, 
Richard E. Leakey wrote that Charles Darwin suggested, “that human forebears might be 
found in Africa.” 1 If this hypothesis is true, it necessarily follows that Africa is where 
human procreation began and hence the development of micro human society. But how did 
marriage become instituted and for what reasons and purpose? Did the first man on the 
planet earth institute it or it was instituted by a divine command?   
Given the nature of African social and cultural narratives of human existence it 
could be the case that as John S. Mbiti writes, “God is the explanation of man’s origin and 
sustenance: it is as if God exists for the sake of man.”2 And if that were the case, then 
Africans would probably not hesitate to look back and assert that the Supreme Being who 
is conceived to exist for their purpose is the one that instituted marriage from time 
immemorial. The proposition of marriage as an institution ordained by the Supreme Being 
means in the religious and social context that it has a moral and legal authorization to 
cement conjugal relationships between a man and a woman for both of them to become 
husband and wife for the promotion of procreation, social values, happiness, identity, 
economic prosperity, and metaphysics of immortality, etc., which are the hallmarks of 
rational beings.   
Mbiti further explains, “For African peoples, marriage is the focus of existence. It 
is the point where all members of a given community meet: the departed, the living and 
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those yet to be born… Therefore, marriage is a duty, a requirement from the corporate 
society, and a rhythm of life…”3 From the western world, Russell writes, “Marriage differs, 
of course, from other sex relations by the fact that it is a legal institution. It is also in most 
communities a religious institution, but it is the legal aspect which is essential.”4   
In western culture, it is Christianity that made marriage a religious institution using 
the Biblical narrative of how God acted in human history through the mythical story of 
Adam and Eve. Adam was living in a solitary confinement created in the Garden of Eden 
by his Creator. At the opportune time God decided that Adam should be free from 
loneliness to a social corporate existence. So, God embarked on the first surgical operation 
in human history by applying a metaphysical anesthesia that made Adam to sleep for the 
duration it took his Creator to get a woman from one of his ribs. In this narrative God did 
not ask Adam for his consent whether he wanted a wife or not. But the beauty of it all is 
that Adam became a family man free from loneliness in his solitary confinement.   
Thus in the Old Testament we have the first Biblical marriage act, Genesis 2:2425, 
“Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and 
they shall become one flesh.”5 I believe all Biblical scholars are aware that the above 
quotation was not part of the original text because there were no father and mother from 
where a man could leave behind and cleave to his wife. There were three people involved 
in the above narrative; i.e., God, Adam and Eve. But even the wife, who was a divine gift 
to Adam, in retrospect, was a symbolic of good and evil that he could probably not fathom. 
The marriage ceremony that was performed by God in the Garden of Eden was for some 
specific purposes; i.e., help maid, companionship and procreation so as to replenish the 
planet earth.   
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This is the primary domestication of Old Testament theology of marriage.  The birth 
of Christianity however provided additional function of marriage. Joseph Allen explains,  
“One way of characterizing what the marriage relationship is like is to identify the purposes 
or goods that it should serve. The Christian tradition has identified several, among them (1) 
procreation, (2) companionship, (3) the restraint of sin, and (4) the sacrament.”6 The 
sacrament that was not originally part of the Old Testament theology of marriage has given 
more religious glamour to the institution of Church marriage.   
From the foregoing, I have attempted to establish the origin of marriage from 
African and Western perspectives, which was primarily a divine and social institution.  Is 
marriage only a divine institution? Marriage is not just a divine institution; it only provides 
the basis for its existence and the primary functions in human history. The real actors in 
marriage are the human beings who are expected to find its worth and values.   
Marriage as a human institution  
If the proposition that the male and female who first existed became husband and 
wife were true, it is, therefore, plausible to believe that their form of marriage was not 
classified. As human population increased, the social dimension of marriage began to 
emerge. Thus the idea of introduction, “bridewealth”7 and actual wedding ceremony 
becomes a social requirement that makes the living together of husband and wife morally 
and legally warranted.   
In Nigeria, this form of marriage is called traditional marriage or customary 
marriage. It is called traditional marriage or customary marriage because it follows the 
traditions, social customs and norms laid down by the forebears and whatever is done in 
the process must be in accordance with the traditions and customs of the people.  E.  
  88  
Bolaji Iyekolo writes, “marriage …is a union between two families, the bride’s and the 
bridegroom’s parents and their relations. It goes beyond just the marriage between a man 
and a woman, but demands reciprocal support from both families.”8   
When marriage is conducted in the traditional and customary manner, it receives 
normative blessings from the parents of the bride and the bridegroom, families, extended 
families, and friends.  In all customary marriages nobody forgets to invoke the blessings of 
the departed ancestors because their joy is to have progenies who will remember them.9   
Since traditional or customary marriage is more of family relationship, conflicts 
between husband and wife are in most cases resolved by extended family members. Due to 
this form of social relations divorce is never encouraged, because elders from both families 
of the husband and wife get involved and amicable solutions are found; this is more so 
when the marriage is blessed with children. The blessings of children in most cases serve 
as a healing balm to estranged relationship.    
However, in a sterile marriage sometimes divorce becomes inevitable, because the 
family of the husband will encourage him to have another wife who expectedly will give 
birth to children. When the first wife can no longer bear the horror of shame of being barren, 
she leaves the man and possibly travels to a more conducive environment.   
In many traditional societies the inability to produce children by a couple is always 
the fault of the wife and not that of the husband. But modern medical science has proved 
that the fault could come from either the husband or the wife or both. Therefore the family 
needs some medical advice and suggestions that could resolve their problem of barrenness. 
This later development in human medicine, in my opinion, has little or no effect on the 
traditional mind that sees married women as the cause of infertility. My intention is not to 
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discuss the issue of divorce here but to note it as an unacceptable norm in traditional or 
customary marriage in Africa.   
The advent of western colonization introduced another form of marriage that is 
radically alien to African customs that are based on equal rights and freedom between 
married couples. Russell explains, “there must be a feeling of complete equality on both 
sides; there must be no interference with mutual freedom; there must be the most complete 
physical and mental intimacy; and there must be a certain similarity in regard to standards 
of values.”10 It is a marriage institution that seeks to protect the rights of both spouses in 
the court of justice. This form of marriage gains its popularity among the elite who have 
been exposed to western education and are in either private or public institutions, away 
from their traditional family homes. The married couples normally take an oath of 
allegiance in court and once it is done it becomes bidding. The oath of allegiance in either 
customary marriage or court marriage is a commitment that obligates each party to certain 
responsibilities that are meant to enhance unity and harmonious relationship. The success 
of any form of marriage depends on the commitments and faithfulness to marriage 
obligations.      
Monogamy  
Monogamy is a marriage relationship between a man and a woman that is generally 
described as “one man, one wife.”11 We do not know how it first began but whenever the 
idea of getting married to an opposite sex was introduced as a social relationship, it is 
probably may be among the first form of marriage in human history. It is also the most 
predominant form of marriage among other forms of marriages known in human social 
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relationships. Some religious intellectuals or scholars would probably argue that the story 
of Adam and Eve could have been the first example of monogamy in human history.   
On a critical look at the story it is plausible to argue that what actually took place 
in the Garden of Eden in form of marriage was nothing but an introduction of incest 
because the woman was made from the body of Adam. Thus, Adam was the father of Eve 
and Eve was the daughter of Adam; therefore, in a nutshell, Adam married his own 
daughter. As I have argued earlier, the story of Adam and Eve as narrated in the Old  
Testament was a myth about the origin of human existence as conceived by the Israelites. 
There was no evidence that a man called Adam or a woman called Eve ever lived as 
historical figures. The name Adam means man and Eve means woman. Therefore, they 
could not be the first ancestors that practiced monogamy in human history.  
My supposition is that for monogamy, given the initial human population, it is 
logical to believe that it is the first form of marriage in human existence that was meant to 
respond to the immediate natural and social needs of the couple. The first natural order 
between husband and wife is sexual relationship that could lead to procreation and 
development of family. In other words, monogamous marriage seems probably to have 
been the original basis of human family relationship and as population increased certain 
social values emerged.   
To this end, human beings in Africa prioritizes his/her interest on economic or 
material values in addition to other metaphysical interests. The pursuits of personal and 
social values add to his/her proportional or aggregate sense of what constitutes a 
meaningful existence. It seems to me that what possibly counts as proportional or aggregate 
values are: longevity, children, wealth, and good legacy. Russell argues, “A marriage which 
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begins with passionate love and leads to children who are desired and loved ought to 
produce so deep a tie between a man and woman that they will feel something infinitely 
precious in their relationship…”12 As noble as this proposition is, Russell does not tell us 
the number of children to be desired and loved. He is probably right by saying that children 
serve a unique bond of affection and intimacy to a married couple.    
If having children is so significant in marriage as it has been emphasized in this 
narrative, is it possible in a monogamous marriage to satisfy the desired number of children 
a couple should have bearing in mind the health hazard to the woman? All depends on the 
number of children the couple really want to have. But it must be borne in mind that at the 
developmental stage of human forebears, perhaps pastoral life was their primary 
occupation, and the need for more children to increase the labour force was desirable.   
In modern time, monogamous marriage has gained popularity among the elite in 
Nigeria in consequence of the influence of western culture that emphasizes the principle 
of one-man one wife that has become a cliché, which is conceived as ‘me and my 
husband’. Even though this form of marriage is an ideal to the elite, because it fosters a 
deep friendship, unity and harmonious relationship, it allows mutual engagement for 
purposeful relationship that obligates both party to live according to the marriage vows. It 
also makes the couple to have proper future planning in terms of the number of children 
to have and their well being that will enhance and promote happiness.  
As lofty as all this may be, Russell sounds an ethical warning, “in a rational ethic, 
marriage would not count as such in the absence of children. A sterile marriage should be 
easily dissoluble, for it is through children alone that sexual relations become of 
importance to society, and worthy to be taken cognizance of by a legal institution.”13 We 
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have four issues that Russell has raised here i.e., children, social expectation, barrenness 
and divorce. The most important are children and social expectation, because they are 
what contribute to human values. Children are the necessary ingredients in marriage and 
when a couple does not have them it is like a wife who makes a pot of soup without its 
important ingredients.  A home without children is dull and uneventful, a situation that in 
most cases lead to separation or divorce. This does not imply that having children alone 
can make a married couple to remain inseparable. What it means, I believe, is that children 
provide a durable synergy between their father and mother for a peaceful home.  
As one laid emphasis on the importance of children in a monogamous home, it is 
imperative to address what Allen calls, “bringing them up to responsible maturity.”14 This 
means giving the children sound education and providing an enabling environment that 
will make them to be fulfilled in life. To be fulfilled in life is hereby construed to mean 
contributing meaningfully to human capacity building and promoting human happiness. 
In other words, I think Allen is simply saying that it is of no value to have children parents 
cannot provide their necessity of life, which will enable them to survive in a competitive 
society and to become morally responsible to their fellow human beings. The position of 
Allen is for an ideal situation where parents have the basic needs to meet the upbringing 
of their children. And secondly, the philosophy behind childbearing of each individual and 
societies differ. For instance, in many African societies parents believe that having many 
children is a sign of divine favour and it is expected that parents who have them must 
rejoice whether they are rich or poor. Some even would suggest that since God gives 
children to parents he will surely provide for their needs, hence they should not worry too 
much about how to find the support for their children. What is most important to most 
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African monogamous marriages is having children that society will be able to identify as 
their contribution to its population and development no matter its magnitude.   
Polygamy/Polygyny  
Let me erase the impression some of my American male friends have about 
polygamy in Africa, because it sounds weird to them. Their general belief is that African 
men have multiple wives and that is why they have many children. That explains one of 
the reasons why they are poor, hence the need for foreign aid to take care of their basic 
needs, including education. I used to tease them that if any of them followed me to Africa, 
I would give him five to six wives. They would say really! And then laughed themselves 
to frenzy.   
Of course, they are ignorant of the number of men and women who actually are 
involved in polygamous marriage. But their problem was that they were not curious 
enough to investigate whether the information they had about polygamy in Africa was true 
or false. Perhaps it was not that of importance to them. According to the World Bank, the 
percentage of female population in sub-Sahara Africa in 2013 is 50.02 and the male is 
49.98. The difference between the female and male in terms of percent  
differential is 0.04.15  
The word ‘polygamy’ means a marriage relationship that involves a man having 
more than one wife. It is a marriage form that deals with minority women who are in need 
of husbands even though they know that the man is already married hence, polygamy is a 
“plural marriage.”16 While polygamy on the one hand is conceived as  
‘plural marriage’, polygyny on the other is defined as a practice where a man marries  
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“two or more wives.”17 I am aware that these marriage forms are practiced in Africa and 
America particularly among the Mormons, Church of the Latter Day Saints, believers in  
the States of Utah, Arizona, Colorado etc.18   
The two marriage forms are significant because they express three factors in 
human sexual relationships. The first is the desire on both parties to respond to the call of 
nature to procreate, the second is to have wives and their children for agrarian labour force 
(for economic reasons), and finally to remove social stigmatization because in many 
Africa societies, a woman wants to have a husband as a symbol of crown over her head in 
order to earn respect in the community. But the most important in these sets of social 
values is having children.   
Maillu elaborates, “having children has been seen and understood as a kind of 
natural insurance policy against the unseen bad circumstances which might rob a person 
of his loved one, of his shelter, food and company. It is a move to ensure that when you 
weep, there will be, or there is likely to be, someone who matters to see your tears.”19  
Yes, it is psychologically significant to understand the metaphor of having a child to see 
the tears that run down the cheeks of any of his parents who weeps. In addition to this is,  
“The fear of getting old without a child is comparable to the fear of going to war without 
weapons. The fear of falling sick without a child, the fear of dying without a child, the fear 
of extinction-such fears are, indeed, crippling and traumatic experiences to many 
people.”20   
Maillu is simply expressing an African experience, which may not necessarily be 
relevant in more advanced countries where medical services take care of most of the fears. 
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The idea of extinction is a genuine concern to Homo sapiens and that is why polygamous 
or polygynous marriage forms attempt to allay the fear.  
Companionate marriage  
The simple definition of this marriage form is marriage of convenience.  According 
to Merriam-Webster dictionary, companionate marriage is “a proposed form of marriage 
in which legalized birth control would be practiced, the divorce of childless couples by 
mutual consent would be permitted, and neither party would have any financial or 
economic claim on the other.”21 It is a marital arrangement to satisfy specific interests, 
including the libido of both partners, until such a time they both willingly decide to end 
the relationship. In other words, it is a marriage of wait and see, which has no solid 
commitments or profound obligations.   
This idea of mutual relationship between consenting male and female adults 
deviates from the conventional moral principles or cultural and social norms of marriage 
in society. The occasion of modernization and democracy in Europe and America made 
people to have penchant for the new freedom and rights. And in the course of exercising 
this phenomenon of freedom and rights, companionate marriage became charitable among 
young adults22 without any recourse to the inherited Christian marriage doctrine and 
values.   
The ethics of companionate marriage allows easy disengagement without going to 
court or to make compensation necessary when the two consented to end the relationship. 
In other words, the relationship has an inbuilt divorce mechanism to allow each partner to 
go freely without any misgiven. The only problem there is: what if one partner does not 
want to consent putting an end to the relationship because of the psychological trauma that 
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will result from the technical divorce. The agony of being stigmatized as fairly used man 
and woman in the eye of the public will be undeniably difficult to erase. Another enigma 
in this form of marriage is if children are involved in the relationship: who takes care of 
them? How does this form of marriage deepen human social and cultural values? In other 
words, how does companionate marriage contribute to a meaningful existence?   
Same-sex marriage  
Homosexuals all over the world are a minority whose idea of marriage differs 
significantly from the conventional practice of male and female marital relationship.  
Marriage, in their view, ought to be based on love, rights and choice of the individuals 
whether it is between a man and woman or between the same-sex. It is an expression of 
falling in love. And when two people are in love, it is difficult, if not impossible to separate 
them. If monogamists and polygamists do not feel ashamed of being husband and wife, 
why should homosexuals feel ashamed of same-sex marriage?  So, same-sex marriage is a 
union between the same sex; that is man and man, woman and woman in a  
“holy” matrimony.   
There is a scenario that is not yet addressed here. We have a woman-to-woman 
marriage; one is husband and the other wife - female husband. It sounds odd and a 
contradiction in terms. It is indeed a misnomer, which has become fashionable as a result 
of modernity. May we not confuse this idea of female husband with what is practiced in 
some African communities? There is a strong kinship system in Africa that recognizes 
married women who are economically and politically powerful in their communities who 
marry women in order to raise children in their own family lineage. Such women are called 
female husbands. Michelle Zimbalist Rosaldo elaborates, “Among the  
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Lovedu…for instance, a woman may win power, status, and autonomy by taking over her 
husband’s estate or by accumulating capital and marrying wives (the Lovedu have queens  
who, in the ritual aspects of marriage, perform in the role of a man).”23   
Jane Fishburne Collier writes that among the Nuer ethnic group female husband is 
a common phenomenon.24 Nkeonye Otakpor told me that female husband is practiced in 
some parts of Igbo land in Nigeria. The idea of female husband is a misnomer as well as a 
contradiction in terms. Yet, it accurately describes a marriage institution peculiar to some 
Igbo communities West of the Niger as well as East of the Niger.   
What it means is that a childless woman is culturally permitted to marry another 
woman. The childless woman plays the role of a husband. She is entitled to the rights and 
privileges of a husband within the cultural context. This arrangement enables her to 
maintain her position in the household. It helps conduct her burial ceremonies without 
rancor and unnecessary quibbling.  
Let me reiterate again that there is a difference between an African idea of female 
husband and the Euro-American lesbian practice. In the case of same-sex marriage in 
Europe and America it is a subtle revolutionary movement that became noticeable towards 
the end of the 20th century, which became a concrete reality in the 21st century.  The voice 
of gay people became louder and politically forceful in Western countries to the extent that 
they became recognized by law to engage in marriage, hence the term same-sex-marriage. 
The Church in those countries where same-sex marriages are allowed by law is divided 
because some of the ministers and members of the congregation are involved in 
homosexuality. However, the Catholic Church remained opposed to homosexual activities 
including same-sex marriage. That is why, in Nigeria, the Catholic Archbishop Diocese 
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Abuja, Cardinal John Onaiyekan says that Gay marriage or same-sex marriage is against 
the will of God and the stance of the Catholic Church is  
“irrevocable.”25   
In many African societies homosexuality is generally conceived as immoral and it 
is against the natural law, because it makes procreation naturally impossible. Therefore 
same-sex marriage is an abomination and a threat of human extinction.  For instance, in 
Uganda, before the antigay law, homosexuals were subjected to inhuman treatment in 
public places and sometimes paid the supreme price of punishment. According to Alan 
Cowell:   
Brushing aside Western threats and outrage, President Yoweri Museveni of Uganda 
significantly strengthened Africa’s antigay movement…signing into law a bill 
imposing harsh sentences for homosexual acts, including life imprisonment in some 
cases…. ‘Africans never seek to impose our view on others; if only they could let 
used alone,’ Mr. Museveni said, alluding to Western pressure to reject the bill.26  
  
Similarly, in Nigeria, Cowell reports, “In Nigeria, Mr. Jonathan’s approval of the similar 
legislation there inspired mob violence against gays in areas including the capital,  
Abuja.”27 But before Jonathan administration homosexuals had been practicing their sexual 
acts secretly because of fear of harassment from the public.  They did not want to come out 
openly to demand for their rights because doing so could provoke negative reactions from 
the public. As far as African traditions are concerned Western civilization has a limit when 
it comes to any form of rights that is against the acceptable social and marital norms. That 
is why most African leaders did not want President Obama of the United States and world 
leaders to lure them into the idea of granting same-sex marriage a legislative support in the 
continent.   
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It is morally unreasonable to subject gay people wherever they are to inhuman 
treatment. They have inalienable rights to exist and not to be stigmatized anywhere in the 
world including African countries. President Museveni and former President Jonathan did 
mellow down their strict stance on homosexuality in their countries due to foreign pressures 
particularly from United States of America and Britain.   
Be that as it may, one wonders the kind of moral values same-sex marriage is 
promoting and why they think in the 21st century it will contribute to a meaningful 
existence? The only significant contribution to a purposeful life same-sex marriage 
attempts to propagate is that no matter what people say about your lifestyle as long as you 
know your rights, demand for it as long as it takes, perhaps someday people of rational 
conscience in your community will pause a moment and reason with you and fight on your 
behalf until the needful is done.   
Relationship between marriage and a meaningful existence  
The relationship between marriage and a meaningful existence has to be put in 
perspective. Are we talking about marriage in terms of its traditional conceptions, roles and 
objectives as it relates to meaning and purpose of life? Or are we concerned about its 
existential, ethical and epistemological argumentations and clarifications to satisfy 
intellectual curiosity of the 21st century mind? Both ways of looking at marriage and its 
purpose and meaning in an authentic life are imperative in view of modernity and its 
implications for human existence.   
Russell raised a fundamental issue of happiness or unhappiness in marriage, ”When 
we look round the world at the present day and ask ourselves what conditions seem on the 
whole to make for happiness in marriage and what for unhappiness, we are driven to a 
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somewhat curious conclusion, that the more civilized people become the less capable they 
seem of lifelong happiness with one partner.”28 The observation of Russell  
is probably true in Western world.   
I want to postulate a premise on which to properly situate the primary and ultimate 
objective of human existence that necessitates marriage differently from what Russell says 
and the early two institutions of marriage already discussed. The propelling factor of human 
existence is happiness. Therefore, marriage in whatever form it takes is primarily to 
enhance human happiness. The psychological impetus of happiness becomes the cutting 
edge in human multifarious activities that lead to compendium of achievements.   
The role of human procreation is meant to increase human happiness and to prevent 
human race from extinction. Therefore, happiness, whichever way it is conceived, is 
definable only in reference to a meaningful existence of which marriage takes preeminence. 
Any form of marriage that does not consummate to having children only leads to a short-
term happiness. But those who have children always have emotional happiness when they 
are back from school. And when the time comes for them to go back to school particularly, 
those who are in boarding institutions, parents generally have certain percentage of their 
happiness removed until when they come back. Most married women who have children 
endure a lot of discomfort and domestic abuse from their husbands for the sake of the 
children. In most African societies, one is accorded respect for being married and more 
importantly if the marriage is blessed with children. A noisy home occasioned by the 
presence of children brings more happiness than a solitary existence without children. 
Those who have penchant for children hardly complain about their disturbances.   
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From the foregoing, companionate and same-sex marriages that cannot lead to 
human procreation do not contribute to an ultimate meaningful existence. Therefore, the 
engagement in marriage that qualifies as a meaningful existence is the one that maximizes 
happiness through procreation and safe human existence from extinction. I am not unaware 
of the current moral and legal issues of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBTQ) 
identity and their notion of marriage. While I believe in inclusiveness of all forms of 
marriages, the challenge of procreation remains existentially significant.  The question of 
happiness in a meaningful human existence without marriage and children is undoubtedly 
in my mind a moral, ethical and epistemological issue and not a scientific one.   
Conclusion  
I believe that any form of intellectual discourse on marriage as either a divine or 
human institution or both which is relevant to the contemporary space must be understood 
in terms of its maximization of happiness and meaningfulness to human existence with 
emphasis on procreation to save humanity from extinction. This notion of human value as 
exemplified in this paper recognizes the import of religious concerns and its due respect 
for human procreation and happiness, but it dissociates itself from its theological 
hermeneutics. This is aptly explained by Richard Taylor, “The meaning of life is from 
within us, it is not bestowed from without, and it far exceeds in both its beauty and 
permanence any heaven of which men have ever dreamed or yearned for.”29 Since human 
beings found themselves in this precarious existence they have no option than to find what 
could make their existence worth living. And my contribution to it is found in happiness 
which marriage and children are its ethos.   
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